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2. Agenda

1) Take attendance

2) Assure that the participants are aware of the IEEE patent policy: http://standards.ieee.org/board/pat/pat-slideset.pdf
3) Review and approve the agenda.

4) Review and approve the minutes of the call held on 29 Dec., 2008 (#08-344)

5) Review and approve the minutes of the call held on 9 Jan., 2009 (#09-010)

6) Status of the FCC R&O publication and deadline for comments by IEEE 802

7) Review and discussion of the list of items related to the FCC R&O
     (22-08-0334-06-0000_FCC R&O 08-260 Items for discussion.doc) 

8) Other business.

3. Notes

1) Carl recorded the attendance from Webex.

2) A citation to the IEEE patent policy was provided with the announcement of the meeting.  When asked, no one notified that they were unfamiliar with the IEEE patent policy.

3) The agenda was reviewed and approved as presented.

4) The minutes of the third call on the FCC R&O were approved as drafted.
   (22-08-0344-00-0000-FCC R&O-minutes-mon-29-dec-2008.doc)

5) The minutes of the fourth call on the FCC R&O were approved as drafted.
   (22-09-0010-00-0000-FCC R&O-minutes-fri-9-jan-2009.doc)

6) The Erratum for the FCC R&O 08-260 was posted on the FCC Web site on Friday, 9 January but the R&O and its Erratum have not been posted on the Federal Registry yet.  The clock is not ticking yet for the 30 calendar day period for a potential filing of a Petition for reconsideration by the IEEE 802.  It was indicated that the publication may be delayed due to change in administration.  The delay could be a week to months.  To be safe, one should assume that the IEEE 802 should be ready to file before the plenary session in March.
7) Gerald explained that he had updated the three first items in the comment list based on the discussion that took place during the last call.  Item 4.1 was reviewedre-arranged the discussion document to clarify each topic to be included in the list.  He also added new items that were mentioned during different calls and email exchanges with the understanding that this list should be as comprehensive as possible at its early stage and should be reduced to its most important points when it will be translated into the text to be brought to 802.18 for the “Petition for reconsideration”.  The three first items in the list were discussed during the call and the following points were made:

a. Regarding item 1.2, a client fixed device should be able to communicate with a master fixed device to allow implementation of the point-to-multipoint network topology proposed by 802.22.

b. Regarding item 1.3, the R&O seems to require that all fixed devices access the database directly through internet before starting to operate.  802.22 developed an association process where the CPE sends its geolocation information and its capabilities to the BS and it is the BS that will query the database. The R&O does not seem to allow for this kind of point-to-multipoint association.  Para. 112 indicates that any fixed device has to be directly connected to the database over the internet.  On the other hand, para. 104 indicates that “… will be permitted to operate on a fixed, point-to-point and point-to-multipoint basis.”  The regulatory section 15.711b3 indicates that a direct connection to the database from all fixed devices is required.  There is at least some ambiguity in the R&O text, especially between the discussion sections and the regulatory text.  Clarification should be sought.  What is needed is the addition of the concept of master and client devices for fixed operation.  There is a need to permit a indirect connection of the CPE to the database (through the BS).  Suggestion was made that removing the last sentence of 15.711f may resolve most of the issue.
c. Regarding item 2, database access and sensing, it was noted that para. 15.711a provides a detailed list of all the services than need to be protected through geolocation and database access and sensing is only included as a requirement in para.15.771b which deals only with low power auxiliary services. It was mentioned that sensing would be useful especially at the edge of the coverage areas where geolocation and database would indicate that the CPE is outside the protected contour but sensing indicates that there is sufficient signal to receive DTV.

d. Regarding item 3 on need for sensing, it was mentioned that 802.22 expected to obtain the available channel list from the database and that the expected sensing behaviour was close to what is described in the R&O.  It was clarified that sensing (on top of database access) could be used to yield to DTV reception outside the protected contour, try to update or correct the database and identify potential interference to WRAN operation from DTV signals.  Some questions were raise about the need for such stringent sensing threshold for sensing DTV if it is to provide supplementary information of the three use examples above, whether 802.22 should try to ask for operation inside the protected contour if no DTV signal is detected at the low threshold specified (-114 dBm) and to what extent sensing should be used to update the database.
e. Regarding item 4.1, Winston indicated that it may not be as simple as proposing to use HAAT rather than AGL for specifying the height of the base station antenna.  A more precise description of the method by which HAAT is computed would be needed.  Other possibilities should also be explored such as defining zones with typical topographic features and adjust the HAAT accordingly or even using AGL with a correction factor representing the height of the BS site. Winston is to investigate a more precise definition for HAAT to be proposed or alternatives to HAAT to be used in this context of WRAN BS antenna height definition and report to the interim session in Los Angeles.  It was also mentioned by Steve K. that although the Okumura-Hata model was used by the FCC to calculate the keep-out distance from the protected DTV contour for antenna for antenna heights of 10 m and less, this model is not valid for BS antenna heights of less than 30 m.
f. Regarding item 4.3, the DTV keep-out distance calculations done by the FCC were reverse-engineered and it was found that they assumed a 15 dB co-channel D/U even if this is to happen at the edge of the DTV coverage where 23 dB D/U was used (re. OET Bulletin 69) but no DTV antenna discrimination was included even though a 14 dB front-to back ration canbe assumed since the DTV antenna will be looking inward toward the DTV station while the TVBD will be located outside the protected contour.  A net reduction of 23-15 –14 = -6 dB could then be applied to these calculations.  A new separation distance table that extends up to a BS antenna height of 1200 m based on the ITU-R Recommendation P.1546 which contains an updated version of the original FCC curves from Section 73.699 was developed and is proposed as a replacement for the Table currently in the R&O.
g. A new item 4.4 has been added to deal with the question of minimum distance between a TVBD and a DTV receiving antenna to avoid saturation of the DTV receiver.  It was found that the R&O assumes a minimum of 16 m between a portable TVBD and a DTV antenna which corresponds to a 18 m slant range.  However, no minimum antenna height was retained for the fixed TVBD.  It was probably assumed that the obstruction around the antennas would have similar effect on the sensing and the TX/RX antennas.
h. Regarding item 5.1, it was found that the regulators opted for a simpler solution than that proposed by the 802.22 Task Group 2, that is the incumbent database providing a list of available/non-available channel at a specific location rather than the maximum EIRP in each channel at that location.  The consequence of adopting the simpler approach included in the R&O is that no WRAN operation will be allowed within the keep-out zone around the DTV protected contour rather than still allowing WRAN operation but at lower EIRP.  The group seemed to agree to not pursue the maximum EIRP approach.

i. Regarding item 5.2, it was mentioned that the fact that the FCC limited its protection of DTV to co-channel and adjacent channel did not come as a surprise since this is what they had promoted since the publication of the NPRM in 2004.  TG2 of the 802.22 WG had developed a way to include these aspects in the policy engine attached to the incumbent database but, in order to be more generic and that it be applicable to personal/portable devices, a simpler approach was retained.  With respect to 3rd order intermod, it was mentioned that no other communication service is afforded such a protection and it is up to the DTV receiver manufacturers to design receivers with sufficient RF front-end linearity.

8) Any other business

There was no other business

The meeting adjourned at 2:50pm EST.

_________________________
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